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M THE MATTER OF THE CO DOCKET NO. E-OOOOOC-94-0 165 

la 

THE PROVISION OF ELECTRIC SERWCEq 
THROUGHOUT THE STATE OF ARIZONA. 

) 
) TEP’S EXCEPTIONS TO THE 
) PROPOSED ORDER ADOPTING 
) AMENDMENTS TO THE 
) ELECTRIC COMPETITION RULES 

On August 26, 1999, the Arizona Corporation Commission’s (“Commission”) Hearing 

Division issued a Proposed Order adopting amendments to the Retail Electric Competition Rules, 

R14-2-1601, et seq. (“Rules”). Tucson Electric Power Company (“TEP” or “Company”), through 

undersigned counsel, hereby submits the following Exceptions to the Proposed Order. These 

Exceptions are modeled after the comments that TEP previously filed. Although the Concise 

Explanatory Statement indicates why TEP’s comments were not incorporated into the Rules, TEP 
will respond to the explanations. 

ARTICLE 2. ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

R14-2-210. Billinp and Collection 

A.5.c. This provision should be deleted as the utility or billing entity does have the ability to 

do this and such bills can be estimated in accordance with Rl4-2-209A.8. and R14-2-1613.K.14. It 

is unclear why as a general rule, direct access customers’ bills should not be estimated. 

R14-2-213. Conservation 

Although TEP supports this concept, this Rule should be deleted at this time for the 

following reasons: (i) it is premature to make this requirement at this time while the Commission and 

the Legislature (because of SRP) need to work together to accomplish these goals on a statewide 

basis; (ii) the Commission will be revisiting the Integrated Resource Planning Rules in light of the 

move to competition (these concepts and filing requirements should be explored in the context of 
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that proceeding); (iii) to achieve these goals, they should be applied to all utilities and ESPs (not jus1 

Class A and B utilities) and should be considered in the context of the System Benefits Charge; anc 

(iv) this requirement should be delayed until after 100 percent statewide competition has commencec 

and the market structure has been developed. The fact that this Rule has been in effect for severd 

years (as the reason for the rejection of the chanage) does not address the reasons for its deletion a 

put forth by TEP above. 

ARTICLE 16. RETAIL ELECTRIC COMPETITION 

R14-2-1601. Definitions 

39. “Stranded Cost.” The insertion of “net original cost’’ should be deleted and “value” 

should remain. Utilization of this tenn may be inconsistent with assets held under lease 

arrangements and various regulatory assets. Since the amendment may cause problems later, there is 

no reason why the original term should be changed. This recommended change was not included in 

the Rules because it was determined that this definition “will not preclude TEP from recovering 

appropriate stranded costs.” There does not appear to be any basis for this determination and as use 

of the word “value” may avoid potential problems in the future, the change should be adopted. 

40. “System Benefits.” The word ‘hon-nuclear” should be added after “nuclear.” This is 

because coal and generation plants, other than nuclear generating plants, will have decommissioning 

costs in the future. This change was rejected because there are NRC requirements for nuclear 

utilities and because of the great magnitude of the costs. This does not address the issue. Non- 

nuclear generating facilities were built under the Mfected Utilities obligation to serve and their 

:onstruction and recovery was approved by the Commission. Despite the move to competitive retail 

access, those plants will have decommissioning costs in the future and should be included in 

definition of Systems Benefits. 

R14-2-1604. Competitive Phases 

A.l. TEP believes that utilizing a single “non-coincident” peak has unintended 

:onsequences. Only customers with a 1 MW minimum demand should be eligible for direct access. 

%en TEP’s customer base, the non-coincident peak criterion could expand the direct access 

?ligibiIity from the 1 MW customer base to well beyond 20 percent of TEP’s 1995 system retail peak 

iemand. It would also have the effect of making the 40 kW aggregation meaningless, as well as 

,mpose additional burdens with respect to administration. As the 20 percent cap could be easily 
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reached, thwe will be customers who have loads in excess of 1 MW and who will not be able to 

access the competitive market during the transition period. TEP suggests deleting “non-coincident” 

each time it is referenced in A. 1 and substituting “minimum demand.” 

TEP also suggests deleting “months” and adding “six months.” Doing so will betteI 

characterize a customer whose load or usage is more consistently at least 40 kW or 16,500 kWh. 

The sentence would then read: “If De& load data are not available. the 40 kW criterion shall be 

determined to be met if the customer’s usape exceeded 16.500 kWh in any six months within the last 

12 consecutive months.” 

With respect to the above suggestions, they were rejected because minimum demands should 

not be used to determine eligibility. TEP disagrees. The purpose of the phase-in is to open up 

competition to those customers that meet the minimum criteria of 1 MW or 40 kW for aggregation. 

To the extent that a customer hits 1 MW one time on a non-coincident peak basis should not make 

that customer eligible during the phase-in to the exclusion of other 1 MW customers who might be 

precluded if the cap is reached. Further, consistent usage in six out of the last twelve months is also 

a reasonable minimum criteria as opposed to having customers who hit 16,500 k W  as little as one 

out of 12 months be eligible. 

R14-2-1606. Services Required to be Made Available 

TEP maintains that the provision should include a statement that all purchased power 

costs shall be recovered through a purchased power adjustment mechanism approved by the 

Commission. TEP disagrees with the position that a purchased power adjustment mechanism will 

have the opposite effect of securing the lowest prices for standard offer customers because the UDC 

would have no incentive to do this if it was just a pass-through. This rationale negates the fact that 

the Commission will oversee the signing of any long-term power purchases by the UDC and will 

have significant oversight over such transactions. The requirement for the UDC to procure standard 

offcr power in the market (as it will be unable to favor its competitive generation affiliate) with 

standard offer rates being fixed under regulation, regardless of how prudent management might be, is 

inherently unfair to the UDC as market risks and market price fluctuations cannot be mitigated as 

suggested by the amended language. A purchased power adjustment mechanism negates the need 

for the UDC to have to file for rate changes that could take many months to process and is an 

unnecessary waste of time and resources. TEP’s proposed language is: “After Januarv 1 2001, 

B. 
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power Durchased bv m investor-owned Utilitv Distribution Comuanv to urovide Standard Offel 

Service shall be acquired through an open, fair and arms-Ienc;th transaction. The Commission shall 

utilize a purchased power adjustment mechani.m to facilitate such transactions.” 

R14-2-1607. Recoven of Stranded Cost of Affected Utilities 

Delete cLexpanding wholesale or retail markets or ofe ring a wider scope of permittea 

regulated utility services for prof2, among others.” As is, this language suggests that the Affected 

Utility use profits fiom “expanding [its] wholesale or retail markets” or a “wider scope of permitted 

regulated utility services” to mitigate stranded costs. TEP anticipates that most, if not all, new 

products and services in the electric industry will develop in the unregulated, competitive 

marketplace. The very nature of “unregulated” means that the Commission will not require that 

profits from such activities be used to offset costs in the regulated arena. With respect to mitigating 

with regulated utility profits, this is inconsistent with cost-based, rate-of-return regulation. The 

provision should be replaced with: “The Affected Utilities shall take even  reasonable. cost- 

effective measure to mitigate or offset Stranded Cost by reducing costs.” 

A. 

F. TEP disagrees with the self-generation exclusion. If the Rule is not modified to 

ensure that customers who choose to self-generate are responsible for stranded costs just as any other 

existing customer, a potentially large and improper economic incentive for self-generation will be 

created. This is due to the ability of such customers to avoid stranded cost charges. The result of the 

Rule as written will be to significantly increase uneconomic self-generation, while increasing 

stranded cost burdens on customers who purchase their power in the competitive marketplace. 

Therefore, the word ‘sevgeneration” should be deleted fiom the second sentence. Although Staff 

indicated that cost-shifting has not developed, self-generation is something that will become more 

feasible in the future (as opposed to what has occurred in the past.) Because TEP is already seeing 

self-generation become an option at the commercial IeveI, this Rule needs to look forward and not 

backward. For this reason, TEP urges the Commission to adopt TEP’s recommended change. 

G. TEP requests that the following language be inserted at the end: “Subiect to 

Commission amroval, neither Section F or G of this Rule shall preclude an Affected Utilitv fiom 

implementine: stand-bv tariffs that recover amromiate stranded costs or from providing other 

owortunities to recover such resultant stranded costs.” This language is necessary to ensure that 

Affected Utilities have the opportunity to request approval of tariffs to ensure stranded cost shortfalls 
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resulting from conditions completely outside the control of the Af3ected Utility. Although nothing 

precludes an Affected Utility from filing such tariffs, the language provides for Commission 

recognition at t h s  juncture that stand-by tariffs that recover appropriate stranded costs will be 

considered. 

R14-2-1609. Transmission and Distribution Access 

D. TEP recommends that the language be amended as follows: “The Commission 

believes that an TndeDendent Schedulinp Administrator is necessaxv in order to provide non- 

discriminatow retail access to facilitate a robust and efficient electricitv market. Therefore, those 

Affected Utilities that own or operate Arizona transmission facilities shall participate in the 

formation of an Arizona Independent Scheduling Administrator (“AISA”). which shall file with the 

Federal Ene rn  Renulatow Commission within 60 days of this Cornmission’s adoption of final rules 

herein. for apmoval of an IndeDendent Schedulinp Administrator. which mav have the following 

charactexistics if the ATSA determines such characteristics are amropriate. The purpose of these 

changes is because Affected Utilities cannot form an independent entity without participation of 

others who are not under Commission jurisdiction. Further, the AISA, with its independent Board 

and broad stakeholder representation, should determine what hc t ions  it must carry out as these 

functions may change over time as circumstances warrant. Therefore, with respect to 1,2,3, and 4 

of D., wherever the word “shafl” is used, it should be replaced with ‘hm.” 
D.5. This should be deleted in its entirety because within the AISA, there has been no 

discussion of taking on such a responsibility, which is very different from all other AISA activities to 

ensure fair access to the transmission system. The existing FERC-sanctioned Regional Transmission 

Associations have created such a process. 

It is not TEP’s position that participation in the AISA should be made optional instead of 

mandatory. The suggested changes stem from TEP’s participation in the AISA process and the need 

for all transmission owners to be involved and to give the AISA latitude to address changing 

circumstances. 

R14-2-1612. Service Ouality, Consumer Protection, Safetv and Billiw Requirements 

TEP strongly objects to the inclusion of the last two sentences that permit the use of 

load profiling for predictable loads. Ail accounts greater than 20 kW or 100,000 k w h  annually 

should be required to have interval meters to be eligible for direct access. TEP has consistently 

K-6. 
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maintained that there are many reasons why load profiling fails to adequately address various issues 

including economic efficiency, system reliability, proper allocation of costs to customers and proper 

allocation of costs to third-party suppliers. These issues were explained in detail in the Commission 

Report submitted by the Unbundled Services and Standard Offer Working Group on November 3, 

1997 (“Report”).’ Section V1I.F. of the Report titled “Unresolved Issues Regarding Load Profiling” 

provides as follows: 

The consensus of the Working Group was that the development of a load 
profiling methodology would require considerably more time to resolve than was 
available. There are four principal interrelated issues surrounding load profiling: (1) 
Economic efficiency; (2) System reliability; (3) Proper allocation of energy cost 
responsibility to customers; and (4) Proper allocation of energy cost responsibility to 
third party suppliers.’ 

To date, these issues remain unresolved. Load profiling should most properly be viewed as a 

,emporary and expedient approach for small customers less that 20 k W  or 100,000 kWh. There is no 

ustification to avoid the use of interval metering in favor of load profiling. 

Moreover, the proposed amendment assumes that load profiles exist for hourly consumption 

iata, which is not true in many cases. As loads are determined by an Affected Utilities’ m e t e r e d  

ariffs, only the Affected Utility (and not the ESP or other Load-Swing Entity) is in a position to 

ietermine whether the load is predictable. For these reasons, TEP requests that the following 

anguage be deleted: “Predictable loads will be permixred to use load proliles to satisfv the 

aequirement of hourly consumption data. The Load-Serving Entity developing the load profile shall 

Lterrnine if u loud is predictable.” Alternatively, ”Load-Serving Entity” should be replaced with 

‘Affected Utility.” 

114-2-1615.C. Separation of MonoDoly and Competitive Services 

The proposed changes to the Rule includes the deletion of the following sentence: “A 

;eneration Cooperative shall be subject to the same limitations to which its member Distribulion 

7ooperatives are subject.” This sentence was originally inserted into the Rules at the suggestion of 

TEP to ensure that a generation cooperative (through a competitive affiliate) is prevented from 

The section o f  the Report relating to load profiling is attached hereto as Attachment A. 
These four principal issues are discussed in greater detail in Attachment A. 
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:ompeting in the retail electric market while its distribution cooperatives are allowed to offer 

Zompetitive services (whch no other UDCs are allowed to do) to their members. If under the Rules 

md the Stranded Cost Decisions, AEPCO, through a competitive affiliate such as Sierra Southwest, 

is precluded from serving competitively in any other retail service territories, including those of their 

fliliated distribution cooperatives, until such territories are opened up to other ESPs, TEP does not 

sbject to the deletion. If, however, this is not the case, TEP believes that the language should not be 

Jeleted to avoid this competitive advantage. 

R14-2-1618. Disclosure of Information 

TEP believes that, in theory, disclosing a load-serving entity’s resource mix may be a worthy 

sod from society’s perspective. However, from a practical standpoint, the costs and efforts required 

to track and administer such things as composition of the resource portfolio, the fuel mix of that 

portfolio and its emission characteristics are at least substantial, and more than likely burdensome, 

From the customer’s, as well as the load-serving entity’s, perspective. If, in the firture, technological 

advances regarding developing and tracking such information make it readily available, the costs of 

jisclosing it may not be prohibitive, but such is not the case at present. Therefore, the RuIe should 

be deleted. 
* * * * * * * * * * * 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 7th day of September, 1999. 

TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER COMPA 

By: 

Original and ten copies of the foregoing 
filed this 7th day of September, 1999, with: 

* 

Senior Counsel, Regulatory Affairs 
Legal Department - DB203 
220 West Sixth Street - P.O. Box 71 1 
Tucson, Arizona 85702 

Docket Control 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered 
this 7th day of September, 1999, to: 

Jerry L. Rudibaugh, Chief Hearing Officer 
Hearing Division 
ARTZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Paul Bullis, Chief Counsel 
Legal Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Ray Williamson, Acting Director 
Utili ties Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Copy of the foregoing mailed 
this 7th day of September, 1999, to: 

Jane Rodda, Hearing Officer 
ARTZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
400 West Congress Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1347 

Distributionlist for Docket 
NO. RE-OOOOOC-94-0165 

By: Kelly J o h o n  1 
Secretary for Bhdley S. Carroll 
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13. ISSGE: Data -4ccess Frequency and Timelines. Tk comemu wzs thar access to merer dzra 
should be at a minimum on a monthly basis for validard meter r d s  n=ssa.y for billins p q o s e s .  Such 
ini-armation should be made availaoie IO the elecuonic maiIbox Girhin 74 hours of d-x a c d  meter rerd 
dare for customers who have untimed ma= and Wirhin 48 h o r n  for cusornzrs who hzve hourly internal 
meters. 

13. ISSUE: Metering Certification Process. The c o n s e m  ws thar d1 metering p a o m e l  should be 
subject to a cemficixion proczss. All mere- asen= 2nd their indiviau;tl semice personnel m u t  be 
cerdfied KO insure the safe and reliable o p e d o n  of the mere.%s syxezn. Since rhc ESPs a d  rhc  MAS 
must obtain a CC&N for doing merering and mem-reading .kbmz~ rhc consensus wa ha t  all D h e s  
=e cerified 2s parr of their complianc:: with thzir CC&N AS part of their CC&N filings. ST& will 
require the ESP’s and the M.? ’s to present the procedvre used IO veri* the czmiicadon of their merering 
personnel. 

IS. ISSUE: Load p d h g  is &e process of estimating 2 
customer’s hourly load shape based on an appropriate sample ofhisroricd u s g e  paxems for similarly 
siruatea customen. Tnere was consemus that load pmfiliq should be dowed as an economic alter,a-’ * 

10 hourly meter rd ing .  A proposal was m23e d m  cusfomers under 20 kW, at l e m  initially, be p&tLud 
to use load pro&g TO satisfy the requiremenrs for hourly consumpuon &a Suck a Ioad profiling 
provision &odd include the requirement for a Statisdcdy S i - d ~ a n t  mereTed load sampling basis to meet 
scheduling and settlement requiremenrs. The merhod for allocadng cost responsibility to ESP’s for any 
irreconcilable energ imbalance m e s  resulting from the bccuraczes mu- by load profiling 
re& to b m d .  LJlhate impkmentauon of hourly merering for cusIomeTs under 20 kW will 
be determined by the experiencz -&ed with the applicarion of load p r o a g  as well as the economics of 
sysrem-wide hourly merezing implementation. The Mines and the Coalinon note h t  the apgropriaze 
minimum Ievel for requiring hourly merering may be in the 20-50 k W  range, 2s hzs be% dererminod in 
Californiz. -4PS suggesrs that consideration should be given 10 e?ua&g kW to k w h  to f ac i l i~ r s  h e  
iaxtificadon of customers tligibIe for load profiling. 

ShouId Load Profiling Be Allowed? 

- 

Load profiling methoiologies need to be pexiodicdly reviewed by the Commission to d e r m i n e  
whether it is appropnare to conrinue their use. Tine inaccmcies inherent in lozd profiling may 
aisaavantage some customers by requirias that they pay baed on a load profile that is dizerenr than their 
own. ACAA suggss that curomers should be heid harmless from negative consequences s a resul; 
of rhe des ip  and impIcmenmion of load profiling Ir is essezid that rht Ioad p r o z h g  mebodolog be 
rzviewed and updved re,darIy by the LDC and the ESP’s to = . m e  that ck profile a a q u r e i y  reff e x s  the 
asage patters of The cwomtr  ir is modeling. GlhztsZy, d p u r i c  load p o N i n g  shoda  be the  gad-  if 
load profiling conrinues. This wodd permit the ESP’s TO n o d i 3  ih:: load pro5ies of its cuiomers b a e d  
on ihe most currznr usage infomarion and wiI1 help re iuco vxkziar-s b t w e s  the load prozle and zc- ’ 

urge m d  hii! rzdw: any sis21Ioc:5on of casu. 

c 

- -  
30 

ATTACHMENT A 



' bnbundled Services and Sranazd Offer Workino Grouu Wovernber I .  1997 

F. U S R E S O L V E D  ISSUES REGARDISG LOAD PROFILING. Tne consensus of &e 
Working Group was thar &e deveiopmem of a load p r o a h g  merhodolo,by would require considerabiy 
more h e  to resolve than WE, availade. There arc four principal inm-relatea issues surrouncinc: lozd 
profiiing: ( I )  Economic eEicicncy; (2) Sysern re!iabdity; (2) hope: allocation of energy COST. 
responsibiiiry KO CusIorners: ana (4) Proper zlloczuion of e n e r g  Cost rqonsibiiiry to rhird purl; 
suppiiers. 

- 

1. 1SSLi-E: Economic Efficiency. On2 of the fimdamnd ovenidins objecrives of cornpetition in any 
induuy (including the elecuic inausiiy) is the a h e n r  of sealer economic e6ciency. The prevailins 
wisdom on the subjecr dicwes thar: in order to achieve &is god it is imperative thar consumers rzceive 
appropriate pricing s ip& rim acciuzteiy reffecr rhe COS ofthe prociuct they are consuming or the senic:: 
they are receiving. EIecmc exrgy is a commodiry which all suppliers reco-enize has a cost tha~ varies 
depending on a number of possible faaols including rhe nawe of ~e fuel sourc= for &ha generarion, the 
rime of ye= and rhe time of day in which ir is supplied. According!y, the unresolved issue involves how 
TO best ensure hat  consumers receive yicz si-& comistes With their inciividual usage. 

2.. ISSLT: System Reliability. -b part of the procedures associared Wirh energy su~ply, third urn' 
suppliers will hzve TO fiunish mer= schedules for their cunomns, incIuding any &r may be load- 
profiIed In day-zhead plannino, - the anticinad hourly energ usage of cusomers along wirh the 
resourcts necessary KO meet tha~ demand (plus reserves) is scheduled with the U s s i o n  system's 
control u c a  operaror. In a compeutive mvkef the schedules of r e d  customer loads will be furnished by 
authorized scheduling entities, such as agegaron. n e s e  scheduling enuues will be required KO submit 
schedules in which expeaed hourly loads and r e s o m s  are in balance and reserves are provided. 1; is 
well understood that actual loads and schedules will not march perfectly. For this reason, rhe conuol area 
operator is requirrd by FERC to provide reguIarion and f i e p e q  response semice, the cost of which is 
charged to customers 2s an ancillary senice. Ln performing this service, the control area oueraror uses 
Auromauc Generation Control (-4GC) KO make m e  dxx resourcs e x a d y  march load in real t ine,  
ensuring system rdiabiliry. 

. -  

Some pvdes are concerned Liar load proiiling will deciease b e  accuracy of scheduLin3 process. 
thereby makiag day-ahead ptanning mare aifiialt. Others p o h  out rhat those who submir inaccurare - 
schedules will be subject to monthiy energy imbdanc: charzes, These charges will be 2ssessed d e r  
monthly m e r g  u s q e  is %pardoned in accordance Wirh the customers' respesuve load profiles. /,I1 
parties a=-: that the load proiihg ?rorocol should be desiged in a way thar minimizes &e o p p o d x i e s  
for takmg unfair advanrqe of the scfieadins process 

3. ISSVE: Proper Allocation of Costs to Customen. An aaaiuonal unresolved issue wik 102d 
profiling is how to beg ensure thar corsumers a s  pzyhg an qprOpIiiaKe amount for their bdividud 
conmouuon 10 rhe system pedc or TO L- peak hours. This issue occ*n because e v q  cusTomer in 2 
p d c u l a r  c lus  is lumged in wirh dl orhzs ofrhar clzss a d  a u 2 ~ e  ?anern is aeduczd for the c lvs  as 2 
whole. Exergy will the2 be schdtdled to cover &e ,oeneraiizd esrimares for the cusromer class's nee& 
without my neciilc cmsidemian of inaiviOual cu tomez  L~CLI,O place. (%&out houriy mezers this Is all 
you can do.) Tnis mer!oa hzs &e dfsiixz distdvtnra~=s of (z) fkilinz to rn0ili;oi the howiy cse of 
inciividcd c * s o m r s ,  i x n y  of whom n a y  'so 12;z~r 'S-~S~TS of eizcecity kan those includei in L?P~: ~ 1 ~ s  
dur.3~ .Lk mor= cx?=?kve sz& y i o d s .  ~ i c  (b) y3uiri.q ~5: conrrol zi,-oz opexitor (or &e ISO) :o suy;ply. 

- 



, f l  -. 
Unbundled Services and Standzrd Offer Workinr! G r o w  SovembEr 1.19Q7 . ‘  
or arrange for the SUDDIY - -  o< my aciciiuonzl energy thar my be neea:d above &e esurnaced schedl 1 
amounts for those customers who 2re consuming mor: than mici?aed by k i r  ,oexrarion SUDDiierS 

w i t h ~ ~ ~  the control E a  opezitor (or the IS01 boinng able to spezificdly idmi*  rhose inciividud 
castomers who u e  the cause o f h e  2 : a e r ~  deficiencies. The inability of h e  conuol ares operazor (or IS01 
TO id:ni@ those individual cussomen who zre these c r z g y  “absofoex“ lea& to rfie etonomicz!ly 
disroning effect sf CON bekg inc *nea  withour proper tssigment 10 the cL1siome;s causing them. In h e  
absence of hourly rnesering, all -dm can be done is TO tsslgn rht additional cos= over tbe entire c lvs  and 
build rhcm ~ K O  the cusromer charges. probably on 5111 a w q e  basis. Bui this soluuon CUE asainsr h e  
- 

. -  

of comperiuon’s objecrives by failing to link COST responsibiliry to COST causxion. 

One way IO cap- 2s much allocable efficiency as possible is to require &as dl time-of-c‘av 
infarmarion capnved by an inciiiviauaI cuslomsfs meter be used in fining his or her energ usage into h e  
load profile. Thus, for examFle, a customer with a -dme-ofday meter would have his or her h o w  .on- 
peak hours placzd within the on-peak porrion ofthe load profile. 

4. ISSUE: Proper Allocation of Costs to Third Pan)..Suppliers. Another issue is that energy 
suppliers are not being zsscssed approgriiare cost resJonsibility for any energy dtiiciencies &at have IO be 
made up by the conno1 area operaror (or ISO) to e r n e  energ deliveries to load-prosled customers. 
Unless all load-profled customen are sugpIied by one mer= company, the inabiiiry of the conno1 area 
operazor (or ISO) to idenefy spec5c customers responsible for unscheduled energy additions d&g given 
hours will consequently render that entity unable to specifically identify the energ SUDDL~~X that shodd be 
responsibIe for the additional cos t  Again, some form of aven.ggin,o or generalized & will have TO ‘ 
spread over all suppliers of that p2rrid;U customer clzss; this will, of course, mean thar some SuuuiieLs 
wilI pay more than their customers are a d y  respomile for and some wiU pay less. The then 
becomes one of finding the best possible way to eaSuTe that suppliers pay their fair share of rbe cost. 

Vm. BILLING -4iiD COLLECTIONS 

-4- JNI’RODUCIION 

On A d  9, 1097, the first meeting w2s held of the Unbundled Services 2nd S m h d  Offer 
Working Group. The objern‘ves of thz Working Group a d  the key issues wee developed ai this fEsi 
mezring. Ar the next rnsering ofrhe Worh,o Group on Mzy 9, 1997, rhe participants began discussing 
&e key issues. DUrin_e these ciiscussions, it bcame apparxx thar the imulementzuon o f the  billing a d  
coIlec-tion issues would invoive much more discussion. Tnus, the parLicipanrs w e e d  to establish z Billicg 
and Collection (B and C) Subcommicet. Repr,scntauvcs froin 32s. -A-C.%%? Enron. ESI, Tucson Eieczric 
Power, Tiico Eleaic  Coopentive, Citizens Utilities, Slll?hur Springs Vdley Elecrric Coopenzive 
( S S E C ) ,  the Ciry of Mes2 md dx Ciry of iucson vo1unree:ed to be on the scbcomiace.  Xqc 
Rosidentid Utiliry Consume: 0 6 c r :  wzs also imjred to ?ucicipare in the subcoizlmixzs. Dzvia 
Jdcofsky, c:tairmul o f h e  Working GTOUD, mpointed J o h  Wdlace of&:: Cormission St;L?I io head &e 
Subcornminee. 

. -  
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